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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 28, 31 -47,48-55, 61,64-77, 79-91, 97, 100-119-127, are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kumar et al. (US 
5,963,664) in view of Hoppenstein (US 5,049,987). 

Regarding claims 28, 45 - 47, 49, 52, 61 , 78 and 85, Kumar '664 discloses 
System for generating a stereoscopic Panoramic mosaic image pair (i.e. fig. 1, 104, col. 

3. lines 61+ and col. 2, lines 25+), and the claimed "two series of image of a scene as 

would be recorded by a camera from a respective positions relative to the scene " 

(i.e. fig. 1, col. 2, lines 30+ and col. 3 t lines 61+). 

Kumar '664 fails to explicitly teach "strip generator module" to generate image 

strips. 

However, the above mentioned claim limitation is well-known in the prior art as 
evidenced by Hoppenstein '987. In particular, Hoppenstein '987 teaches dividing 
(generating) the target image in to a plurality of strip images (i.e. fig. 4, abstract, col. 1, 
lines 7+). 

In view of the above, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the system of Kumar '664 as 



Application/Control Number: 09/396,248 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2613 

taught by Hoppenstein '987, to achieve an alternative technique to form panoramic 
stereoscopic image and viewing a different image presentation. Furthermore, for the 
"selecting strips displacement" reads on functionality of permitting a predetermined 
(selected) strip image to reach the camera (i.e. col. 3, lines 1 + of Hoppenstein '987). 

Regarding claims 31 - 32, 64 - 65 and 1 00 - 1 01 , combination of Kumar '664 
and Hoppenstein '987 teaches the claimed "the series of positions define a translation 
relative to the scene" and also "change in angular orientation relative to the scene", (i.e. 
figure 2 of Kumar '664" shows representation of individual images and change of the 
respective position, which inherently includes change in angular orientation to generate 
an image mosaic (i.e. col. 7, lines 38+). 

Regarding claims 33, 66 and 102, combination of Kumar '664 and Hoppenstein 

'987 teaches the claimed "strips are parallel to an axis " (i.e. col. 13, lines 27 of 

Kumar '664). 

Regarding claims 36, 69 and 105, combination of Kumar '664 and Hoppenstein 
'987 teaches the claimed "camera to record at least one image strip" (i.e. fig. 1 1 , 
camera 1104, col. 16, lines 21+ of Kumar '664). 

Regarding claims 34, 35, 67, 68, 103 and 104, as for horizontal and vertical axis, 
images and sub-images in two dimensional, have axis of horizontal and vertical 
coordinates. 

Regarding claim 37, 38, 70, 71 , 106 and 107, combination of Kumar '664 and 

Hoppenstein '987 teaches the claimed "record a plurality of image strips " (i.e. fig. 

1 1 , camera 1 1 04 of kumar '664 and also fig. 6, recording 48 of Hoppenstein '987). 
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Regarding claims 43, 44, 48, 54, 76, 77, 81 and 112-113, combination of Kumar 
'664 and Hoppenstein '987 teaches the claimed "generate at least one image strip using 
a selected computer graphic methodology" (i.e. fig. 1 1 , col. 1, lines 29+ of Kumar '664) 
and as for "plurality " (i.e. abstract of Hoppenstein '987). 

Regarding claims 39 - 42, 72 - 75 and 1 08 -111, combination of Kumar '664 and 
Hoppenstein '987 teaches screening device and the functionality of screening device 
base on number of strip and permitting (controlling) strip images to reach image capture 
devices (i.e. cols. 2-3, lines 65 - 5, and col. 4, lines 25+ of Hoppenstein '987), which 

meets the limitation as claimed "reflector configured to reflect images " and 

"reflector position control module and as for "reflector has at least one flat portion" 

and also "reflector has at least one curved portion", reads on any suitable form of 
lineated screen (i.e. col. 4, lines 25+). 

Regarding claim 49, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to claim 1, 
therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 1 also apply here. 

Regarding claims 50, 83, 90 and 119, combination of Kumar '664 and 
Hoppenstein '987 teaches system for generating a Stereoscopic Panoramic mosaic 
image pair (i.e. fig. 1, 104, col. 3, lines 61+ of Kumar '656) by taking the images and 
combining to make a panoramic mosaic image, therefore taking the images would 
include the camera position information in order to construct the panoramic mosaic 
images (i.e. fig. 1 1 , col. 16, lines 4+), also Hoppenstein '987 teaches creating multi- 
dimensional images based on the plurality of strip images and the relative position of 
the camera (i.e. abstract, col. 4, lines 13+). 
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Regarding claims 51, 84, 91 , 120 and 127, combination of Kumar '664 and 

Hoppenstein '987 teaches the claimed "measuring image motion " (i.e. col. 7, lines 

62+ of Kumar '664). 

Regarding claims 53, 79, 86, 115 and 122, the limitations claimed are 
substantially similar to claim 46, therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 46 also apply 
here. 

Regarding claim 78, the limitations as claimed are substantially similar to claim 
45, therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 45 also apply here. 

Regarding claims 80, 87, 116 and 123, the limitations claimed are substantially 
similar to claim 46, therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 46 also apply here. 
3. Claims 29 - 30, 62 - 63 and 98 - 99, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kumar et al. (US 5,963,664) in view of Hoppenstein (US 
5,049,987) further in view of Taylor (US 6,331 ,871 ). 

Regarding claims 29 - 30, 62 - 63 and 98 - 99, combination of Kumar '664 and 
Hoppenstein '987 teaches system for generating a Stereoscopic Panoramic mosaic 
image pair, by taking the images and combining to make a panoramic mosaic images 
(i.e. fig. 1, 104, col. 3, lines 61+ of Kumar '656). 

Combination of Kumar '664 and Hoppenstein '987 fails to explicitly teach the 
claimed "in which series of positions define a path ". 

However, the above claimed limitations are well-known in the art as evidenced by 
Taylor '871 , in particular (i.e. col. 4, lines 25+) teaches choosing preselected path which 
may be straight line or any type of curved arc. 
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In view of the above, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the combination system of 
Kumar '664 and Hoppenstein '987 as taught by Taylor '871 for the benefit of improving 
and combining images in any order (i.e. col. 4, lines 36+). 

4. Claims 56 - 60, 92 - 96, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sasakura et al. (US 5,929,951) in view of Ritchey (US 5,130,794). 

Regarding claims 56, 59, 92 and 95, Sasakura '951 discloses displaying stereo 
panoramic image to a viewer (i.e. col. 6, lines 49+) and "a viewing arrangement for 

facilating transmission of a respective one of images to each of the viewer's eye " 

and the claimed "overlapping fashion " (i.e. fig. 8, col. 6, lines 57+, col. 7, lines 12+, 

lines 53+). 

Sasakura '921 fails to explicitly teach the claimed "plurality of projectors ". 

However, the above mentioned claim limitation is well-known in the prior art as 
evidenced by Ritchey 794. In particular, Ritchey 794 teaches plurality of projectors (i.e. 
fig. 36, col. 32, lines 56+). 

In view of the above, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the system of Sasakura '921 as 
taught by Ritchey 794, to achieve panoramic display. 

Regarding claims 57 - 58 and 93 - 94, combination of Sasakura ( 951 ) and 
Ritchey 794 teaches the claimed "orthogonal polarization " and the claimed "pair of 
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lenses " and the claimed "different color " (i.e. fig. 9a - 9c, and col. 15, lines 

19+ of Sasakura '951 ). 

Regarding claims 60 and 96, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to 
claim 57, therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 57 also apply here. Furthermore, for 

the additional limitation as claimed "shutter " (i.e. see col. 12, lines 29+ of Ritchey 

794). 

Regarding claim 88, limitations as claimed are substantially similar to claim 48, 
therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 48 also apply here. 

Regarding claims 55, 82, 89, 1 18 and 125, the limitations claimed are 
substantially similar to claim 49, therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 49 also apply 
here. 

Regarding claims 97, 117, 121 and 124, the limitations claimed are substantially 
similar to claims 28 and 48, therefore the grounds for rejecting claims 28 and 48 also 
apply here. Furthermore for the additional limitation as claimed "computer program 
" (see i.e. col. 1, lines 29+ of Kumar '664). 

Regarding claim 114, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to claim 45 
and 78, therefore the grounds for rejecting claims 45 and 78 also apply here. 

Furthermore, for the additional limitation as claimed "computer program " please 

see claim 97. 

Regarding claim 126, the limitations claimed are substantially similar to claim 50 
therefore the grounds for rejecting claim 50 also apply here. 
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Conclusion 



5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Behrooz Senfi whose telephone 
number is (703)305-0132. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (703)305-4856. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relative to the status of the application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 
whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 



(703) 872-9314 



b.s. fc>r- 
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